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Andranic Kantourian, a native of Syria and citizen of Armenia, petitions for
review of an order of the Board of Immigration Appeals (“BIA”) summarily

affirming an immigration judge's (“1J’) order denying his applications for asylum,
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withholding of removal, and protection under the Convention Against Torture
(“CAT"). We havejurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. 8 1252. Reviewing the 1J s adverse
credibility determination for substantial evidence, Kasnecovic v. Gonzales, 400
F.3d 812, 813 (9th Cir. 2005), we deny the petition for review.

Kantourian challenged two of the four reasons that the 1J put forward to
support his adverse credibility determination. Both of Kantourian's arguments
have merit. Kantourian's testimony as to whether his wife was arrested with him
in April 1995 at Monument Park reveals, at most, a minor inconsistency. See
Mendoza Manimbao v. Ashcroft, 329 F.3d 655, 660 (9th Cir. 2003) (“minor
inconsistencies in the record that do not relate to the basis of an applicant's alleged
fear of persecution, go to the heart of the asylum claim, or reveal anything about an
asylum applicant's fear for his safety are insufficient to support an adverse
credibility finding”). Kantourian’s argument concerning the |J s use of the State
Department report isalso valid. Although an 1J may consider such reportsin
evaluating a petitioner’s credibility, they may not be used “to discredit specific
testimony regarding hisindividual experience.” Zheng v. Ashcroft, 397 F.3d 1139,
1143 (9th Cir. 2005) (inner quotation omitted).

Kantourian, however, did not challenge, in his appeal to the BIA, two of the

four reasons underpinning the |J s adverse credibility determination, nor did he



address these grounds in his brief to this court. He has therefore waived any
challenge to these two grounds by failing to address them in his petition. See
Martinez-Serrano v. INS, 94 F.3d 1256, 1259-60 (9th Cir. 1996).

Moreover, even if Kantourian had challenged these two grounds, the 1J' s
adverse credibility finding is supported by Kantourian's testimony that he had not
attended a Jehovah’ s Witness congregation gathering since his arrival in the United
States, a period of about two years. The |Jdid not err in rglecting Kantourian's
explanation of the reason for his non-attendance. “So long as one of the identified
grounds is supported by substantial evidence and goes to the heart of [the
petitioner’ s| claim of persecution, we are bound to accept the |J s adverse
credibility finding.” Wang v. INS 352 F.3d 1250, 1259 (9th Cir. 2003).

Because Kantourian failed to establish that he was eligible for asylum, he
necessarily failed to establish eligibility for withholding of removal. See Farah v.
Ashcroft, 348 F.3d 1153, 1156 (9th Cir. 2003).

In his brief to this court, Kantourian did not challenge the denial of CAT
relief, and therefore he has waived that claim. See Martinez-Serrano, 94 F.3d at
1259-60.

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.



